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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Educational programs approved by the National League f'or 
Nursing f'or the preparation of' public health nurses include a 
period of' f'ield instruction in a public health agency f' or the 
nursing students. Planning f'or public health nursing f'ield 
instruction has customarily been done ~ointly by the university 
and the agency, but the implementation and the direct super-
vision of' the student has been·the responsibility of' the 
agency personnel. The trend today is for the university 
f'aculty member to be assigned to the public health agency and 
to be directly responsible f'or the learning experiences of' the 
student. 
The University of' Calif'or.nia has long had a f'aculty 
member in the public health agency as part of' the f'ield in-Y y 
struction program. Coulter and Erikson have described 
the program in Denver providing f'or a f'aculty member in the 
public health agency. Recently, the National League f'or 
Nursing recommended that, wherever possible, a f'aculty member 
1/ Ann Hill and May McOwan, "Field Instruction in Public Health 
E'ursing," Public Health Nursing (November, 1952), 44: 609-612. 
yPearl Coulter and Hannah Erikson, ttA New Pattern f'or Field 
Instruction in Public Health Nursing,n Nursing Outlook 
(February, 1956), 4: 76-79. 
-1-
2 
be assigned to the public health agency and be responsible :for 
!I 
the :field instruction o:f the student. There has -been a 
great deal o:f discussion by :faculty members in universities and 
by nursing personnel in public health agencies about having a 
faculty member assigned to an agency and responsible :for the 
student's learning experiences. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study was concerned with opinions directors of public 
health nursing have about faculty members being assigned to 
:public health ag.encies and responsible for the learning ex-
periences of the student during the period of public health 
nursing field-instruction. 
Jus ti:fication o:f the Problem 
It has been customary :for a :faculty member to be re-
sponsible :for the learning experiences o:f the nursing student 
in all clinical :fields, with the exception of public health 
nursing. In public health nursing; the agency personnel have 
had most o:f the responsibility :for the learning experiences o:f 
the student dur~ng the :field instruction period. Often, the 
educational qualifications of agency personnel are comparable y 
to those of the university faculty; often they are not. 
!/National League :for Nursing, "Report o:f Conference on Field 
Instruction in Public Health Nursing," Michigan, 1957, p. ?. 
y'Cora Bennett, ''A Study of the Qualifications and of the · 
Preparation o:f the Field Teacher in Selected Public Health 
.Agencies," unpublished Master's Thesis, Boston University, 
August, 1956, p. 36. 
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Since the goals o:f the agency and o:f the university are di:f:fer-
ently oriented - the :former being oriented to service for the 
patient, the latter being oriented to the education of the 
student - it is not always possible for the agency to gear the 
student's instruction to her educational needs. Having a 
:faculty member in the agency who is responsible :for the stu-
dent's learning experiences might avoid same of these diffi-
culties. 
Scope and Limitations 
Seventeen out o:f 21 directors of public health nursing 
who were contacted completed questionnaires. The public health 
nursing directors were employed either by health departments 
or by visiting nurse associations. All of the agencies were 
currently providing public health nursing field instruction 
for collegiate nursing students. At the time of the study, 
one of the agencies had a university faculty member assigned 
to the agency, and one agency had previously had a faculty 
member assigned to the agency. 
The study was limited to the opinions o:f 17 directors of 
public health nursing in public health agencies currently pro-
viding field instruction for collegiate nursing students in 
the New England area, and no general conclusions can be made. 
Definition of Terms 
For the purpose of this study, the following de:finitions 
were used: 
4 
1. Public Health Nursing Field Instruction - that clinical 
experience in the educational program of the nursing 
student during which she is assigned to a public health 
agency for observation and participation in the public 
health nursing program. 
2. Educational Director - the nurse employed by the public 
health agency who is responsible for directing the 
educational program for the nursing staff. 
3. Field Teacher - the staff nurse in the public health 
agency to whom the student is assigned during the field 
instruction period. 
Preview of Methodology 
A questionnaire was prepared and mailed to 21 public 
health nursing directors in public health agencies currently 
providing field instruction in public health nursing for 
collegiate nursing students. A letter apprising them of the 
questionnaire was sent together with the questionnaire. A 
second letter was sent for those questionnaires which were not 
returned at the date requested. A total of 17 questionnaires 
were completed. The answers were tabulated and analyzed. 
Interpretations were made and conclusions drawn. 
Summary of Presentation 
Chapter II presents the review of literature and the 
hypothesis of the study. Chapter III discusses the sample, 
the tool used, and the method of' procuring the data. Chapter 
5 
·- IV describes the findings and the analysis. Chapter V contains 
th.e summary, cone 1 usi ons, and r ec ommenda ti ons • 
CHAPTER II 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Review of Literature 
The available literature did not reveal any studies about 
opinions concerning having a university faculty member assign-
ed to public health agencies, but there was mueh material 
about field instruction in public health nursing. The Report 
on the Conference on Field Instruction in Public Health Nurs-
1/ ing stated: 
"Field courses in publie health nursing are a part 
of' the basic nursing education contributing to all 
clinical areas through the application of principles, 
skills, and knowledge in another setting, and through the 
opportunity to learn additional values in relation to the 
epidemiological approaeh and broad public health services 
provided through the efforts of many disciplines within 
the public health setting." 
Althottgh there was general agreement at the Conference that 
field instruotionwas a basic part of the student's public 
health nursing education, there was no agreement on the 
pattern or form which that field instruction should take. 
The National League for 1\lursing, Department of Public 
Health Nursing, in 1955, conducted a study of public health 
agencies providing field instruction for all types of nursing 
students. A conclusion was that: "Public health nursing 
differs widely in the supervised field instruction they pro-
1/Conf'erence, op. cit., p. 15. 
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- vide, reflecting the various arrangements they have made with 
schools of nursing, uni varsities, and colleges to meet their 
. y . 
student educational needs." The average length of field 
experience, as reported in this stud~was eight weeks. 
The objectives for f'ield experience, outlined by the y 
Public Health Nursing Curriculum Guide in 1942, provided 
a base f'or the various patterns of field instruction. These 
were: 
7 
"1·. The provision f'or opportunity through caref'ully 
planned and supervised observation and. participation, 
to apply the basic principles and skills to actual 
situations 
2. The provision for carefully selected case loads for 
students which will permit correlation of practice 
and theory 
3. The development of capability necessary to fit the 
student for positions under qualified public health 
nursing supervision 
4. The development of understanding of a generalized 
health service with experience in the family approach 
and the individual approach." 
Relationships between the university and the field agency were 
delineated by the Curriculum Guide as one of mutual under-
standing of objectives, and policies to carry out these ob-
jectives. 
3/ 
Kellogg - described the role of' the senior staff nurses 
Y'National League f'or Nursing, "Field Instruction in 200 Publi 
Health Agencies," Nursing Outlook (February, 1955), 3: 90. 
yJoint Committee of the NOPHN and th~ USPHS, P11blic Health 
Nursing Curriculum Guide, 1942, P• 1$6. 
l/Winifred Kellogg, nA Staff Uses Opportunities for Growth," 
Public Health Nursing (December, 1938), 30: 715. 
8 
·- in field instruction. She discussed their selection as field 
teachers on the basis o:f their educational baokgroUn.d, 
:personality, and the quality of field work. The field teacher 
selected and assigned cases, helped with the orientation of 
the student, demonstrated :procedures, made home supervisory 
visits, and discussed :problems with ~he students. Supervision 
and direction of the :program was with the agency. 
Some patterns of :field instruction have included an 
internship :program, and a program planned jointly by two or 
more agencies to provide field instruction. The internship 
program provided a prolonged supervised field experience in a 
:public health agency in which it was assumed that more 
opportunities for learning were· available because of the ex-
!/ 
tension of time. doint planning by two or more agencies for 
the studentts field instruction was undertaken to provide: 
".A broad field experi ei1ce for the student, with one agency y 
assuming major responsibility for the total program." This 
broad field experience combined experience in both official 
and non-official agencies. 
In 1956, at least 12 universities, approved for public 
health nursing, had one or more full time public health 
nursing faculty members assigned to public health agencies and 
1 Ellen .L. Buell, "Internship, n Public Health Nursing 
January, 1945), 37! 20. 
2/"Resouroes for Btudent .l:!·ield .l!i:x:perienee, n Public Health 
Nursing (March, 1949), 41: 151. 
·e 
9 
responsible for the learning experience of the students • .::!:! y 
Davies quoted the Self Evaluation Guide tor Collegiate 
Schools of Nursing as a base for this pattern: 
"The institution awarding the degree assumes re-
sponsibility tor the selection and employment of a faculty 
tor the nursing unit which is adequate in number and 
preparation tor the size of the t3tudent body and tor 
carrying out the objectives of the program.. n 
The University of Oa~ifornia at Berkeley has had a faculty 
2) 
member in the public health agency sine e 1940. The faculty 
member, with an offiC?e in the public health agency, worked 
chiefly as a liaison person between the university and the 
agency. Originally taking a more direct part in the planning 
and supervision of the students, the faculty member has re-
linquished responsibility, and the agency has assumed more and 
more re~ponsibility for the student. The faculty member kept 
in touch with the student's progress through conferences, ob-
servations of office activities, and review of records • 
.Another plan for having the tacul ty member in the agency 
!±I 
was described by Coulter and Erikson. In Denver, there were 
several faculty members in the agency who were directly re-
sponsible for the student's instruction and supervision in the 
1/Conterenee, op. cit., p. 7. 
y'National L?ague f?r Nursing,_ "R~:port ot. Conference on Fie~d 
Instruction ~n Publ~e Health Nurs~ng," (e~ting Olwen M. Dav~es, 
"Consideration of Some Principles of Nursing Education Related 
to .l:'ublie Health 1\lursing Edueation.tt) Michigan, 1957, p. 6. 
I 
.. 
2/Ann Hill and May MeOWan, op. cit., pp. 609-612. 
4/Pearl P. Coulter and Hannah Erikson, o:p. cit., :p:p. 76~$0. 
• field. It was found that, even with the faculty members in 
the agency, the agency personnel were key people in the pro-
gram. It was also found that the relationship between the 
agency and the university was enhanced, and better planning 
for the student program followed. 
10 
The literature revealed that there were different patterns 
and opinions about field instruction. The recent trend seemed 
to be toward the assignment of a university faculty member in 
the public health agency. 
Hypothesis 
The hypothesis for this study was that directors of public 
health nursing have varying opinions concerning the assignment 
e of a faculty member to the public health age'ncy for the stu-
dent's field instruction. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Selection and Description. or the Sample 
The sample consisted of 17 directors or public health 
nursing. Four or the n.ursiirg directors were employed by health 
departments, and 13 were ~ployed by visiting nurse associ-
ation.s. The agencies employing the nursing directors were 
currently providing field instruction for collegiate nursing 
students. All the agencies were located in the New England 
area. The directors of publie health nursing were all members 
of the New England Regional Conference for Public Health 
11 Nursing Education. 
Tool Used to Collect Data y 
A questionnaire was developed to ascertain the current 
opinions of directors or public health nursing about having a 
faculty member in the public health agency, and responsible for 
the learning experiences of the student. A mailed question-
naire was used because of the distances involved. The 
questionnaire was developed after a study of the existing 
literature, and after discussion of the subject with various 
Y.Anna c.· Gring and Mary A. Maher, "Regional Planning for 
Public Health Nursing Education in New England," Nursing 
Outlook (~~ly, 1958), 6: 37~-376. 
y'See Appendix. 
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e persons, as well as :f'rom personal experience. In order to 
check the clarity and :f'orm of' the statements, the question-
naire was tried out with :tour graduate students in public 
health n~rsing, enrolled in the Boston University School of' 
Nursing. From the nature of' the responses, no changes were 
indicated in the questionnaire. 
Procurement of the Data 
y' 
The questionnaire, with an accompanying letter and a 
sel:f'-addressed envelope, was mailed to 21 directors of public 
health nursing. Fourteen answers were received at :f'irst. y 
Upon the sending of' seven reminder letters, six more re-
sponses were received. Or the 20 responses received, three 
e did not answer the questionnaire, sending a letter of ex-
planation instead. Although the questions were addressed to 
directors of' public health nursing, two educational directors 
and 15 directors of public health nursing answered the 
questionnaire, making a total of 17 completed questionnaires 
received. 
ysee Appendix. 
ysee Appendix. 
ORAPTER IV 
FINDINGS 
Presentation and Discussion of Data 
The analysis of the responses to the question relating to 
the functions of the faculty member assigned to the public 
health agency shCDWed a variation in what were thought to be 
her functions. ~he responses were classified under the follow-
ing categories: (1) planning the over-all program of the stu-
dent; (2} im:pl~enting the program; and (3) acting as liaison 
between the university and the agency. Table 1 presents the 
41t findings. 
Table 1. The Functions of the FaB; eu.lty Member ·Assigned to a 
Public Health Agency ~ 
Functions 
{lJ 
Planning the Overall Program 
Coordination of theory and practice ••••••••• 
Direction of the program ••••••••••••••••• ., ••. 
Selection of families ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Responsibility for own student •••••••••••••• 
Res:ponsibili ty for other student •.••••••••••• 
Educational director 1 s functions •••••••••••• 
Individual basis for functions •••••••••••••• 
Implementing the Program 
Supervision of student •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Evaluation of student ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Guidance and counselling of student ••••••••• 
(concluded on next page) 
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Frequency 
_1_2) 
5 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
8 
5 
4 
'V Table 1. (concluded) 
Functions 
( 1) 
Implementing the Program (continued) 
Orientation of student •••••••••••••••••••• 
Conferences with student •••••••••••• · •••••• 
Conferences with field teacher •••••••••••• 
Consultant to staff ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Conduction of classes for students •••••••• 
Supervision of field teachers •••••.••••••• 
Conferences with supervisor ••••.•.•••••••• 
Responsibility to agency for standards of 
care given by the· student •••••..•••••••• 
Liaison 
Between university and agency ••••••••••••• 
Between staff and student •••••••••.••••••• 
~Most respondents gave more than one reply. 
Frequency 
(2) 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
5 
2 
The main functions of the faeul ty member under planning 
the over-all program would be the coordination of theory and 
practice, the direction of the program, and the selection of 
14 
families for the student. In implementing the program.~ the 
main functions would be supervision at the student, evaluation 
of the student, guidance and counselling of the student, 
orientation of the student, and conferences with the student. 
The faculty member was also seen as the liaison person between 
the university and the agency. The f'unotions listed f'or the 
faculty member indicated that she was seen as an active person 
in the program of field ins truetion, and with only a few ex-
ceptions, responsible f'or the planniP.g and implementing of the 
\_/ student program. 
15 
Because it had been anticipated that the relationship of 
the faculty member with the agency personnel and with the stu-
dent might change when the faculty member was in the public 
health agency, a question was asked about the effect the 
· faeulty member would have on the relationship with the ageney 
personnel and with the student~· Some 6t the answers described 
the relationship, while. ot~ers pertain~d to the activities and 
functions underlying the relationship. All.of the answers were 
categorized under the nature of the relationship. Table 2 
presents the findings. 
Table 2. Nature of the Relationship or the .Faculty Member to 
the .Agency :Personnel and to the Student 
;, 
Nature of the Personnel 
Rela.ti on ship 
of the Faculty Member 
Educational Super- Staff Student Director visor 
(1) l2) . {21 J41 l5) 
Close, professional 
8. relationship •••••••••• 9 4 13 
Indirect relationship ••• - 1 7 1 
Peer relationship ••••••• - 1 1 -
Team relationship ••••••• 1 1 
- -
Assistant ••••••••••••••• 2 - - -
Resource person ••••••••• - 1 3 -
I.iais on ••••••••••••••••• 
-
1 
- -
Role contusion •••••••••• 2 1 - -
Not classifiable ••••.••• 4 2 2 3 
Total. • •..••...•...••. 17 17 17 17 
There was agreement that the faculty member would have a 
ie close relationship w.!t.h the educational director, the super-
16 
,...=.. 
• visor, and with the student. The relationship involved con-. 
• 
ferences and planning together -around the student program. 
'l'here was least agreement concerning the relationship of the 
faeul ty member and the agency s tatf. .Answers indi eated an 
indirect relationship of the faculty member with the staff, 
but how this relationship would be furthered - through the 
supervisor, through the educational director, as a team 
member, or as a resource person - was not clarified. 
Because it might be anticipated that the orientation o~ 
the faculty member would be of concern to directors of public 
health nursing, they were asked how this would be accomplished. 
Many suggestions were made concerning the method of orien-
tation to be used. Table 3 presents the findings. 
Table 3. Suggestions for the Orientation of the Faculty Member 
in a Public Health Agency !I 
Method 
{11 
Become familiar with agency policies and pro-
gram ••• ..••..•.••. • • • · .• • • • • · • • · · • · · · · • · · • · • • • • Have eon~erenees with the administrator, edu-
cational director, and. supervisor •••••••••••• 
Have observations in the ~ield ••••••••••••••••• 
Read the manuals, records, and rep~rts of the 
ageney • •••........•..•.......... ·· ............ . 
Depends on previous knowledge of the agency, 
and on previous experience ••••••••••••••••••• 
Become oriented as would a supervisor .......... . 
Other • •....•.....•......•.................. · . · · ·- •·• 
!/More than one answer was given • 
Frequency 
(2) 
8 
8 
7 
4 
4 
3 
5 
e 
17 
There was agree.cnent on . B'ome of the methods which might be 
used :for orientation. 1'he main methods listed were for the 
faculty member to become :familiar with the policies and program 
of the agency, to have observations in the field, and to have 
con:ferences with the administrator, educational director, and 
the supervisor. Two respondents stated that the orientation 
would 'be costly to the public health agency, if there were any 
turnover in faculty member personnel. Opinions varied, and 
these variations indicated that although all respondents agreed 
that an orientation to the agency was neeessary, each agency 
situation would perhaps warrant individual consideration. 
The participants were then asked what ef:fect the raoul ty 
member wou.ld have on the functions. and responsibilities of' the 
educational direc-tor, the supervisor, the field teacher, and 
the staff. Table 4 presents the :findings. 
Table 4. The Effect of' the Faculty Member on the Functions and 
Responsibilities of the Agency Personnel 
Personnel 
·; ( 
E:f':f'ect !Edu ca ti anal Super- Field 
Director visor Teacher Staff 
(1) ( 2) (3) {4) ( 5) 
Increase •••••••••••••• 2 5 6 4 
Decrease ••••••..•••••• 4 5 2 -
No.effect •••.••••••••• 2 2 4 8 Questionable effect ••• 1 1 1 1 
Replacement ••••••••••• 1 - - -
Duplication ••••••••••• 2 - - -
Sharing • ....•........• 2 2 2 3 
Not classifiable •.•••• 2 1 1 
-
No answer ••.•.••.••••• 2 2 1 1 
Total . ........... _ .. 18 !Y 18~ 17 17 
a/More than one answer was .given. 
18 
There was most agreement that the faculty member would 
have no effect on the functions and responsibilities of' the 
agency staff' nurse and that the staff' would be least affected 
/ 
by the presence of' the faculty member. There was disagreement 
on the effect the faculty member-would have on the functions 
and responsibilities of' the educational director and the super-
visor. Both an increase, a decrease, and no effect on the 
functions and responsibilities were seen. With the field 
teacher, too, it was not clear whether she was seen as a.n. im-
portant part of' the field instruction program, or whether her 
part in the program would decrease. The relationship of' the 
faculty member to the agency personnel as depicted by her 
effect on their functions and responsibility was not clearly 
def'ined by the responses to this question. 
In the past, there has been concern that the student would 
not identify with the agency program. unless she was in the 
ageney full time and was supervised by the agency staff'. The 
question was therefore asked whether the faculty member would 
affect the student's identification with the agency program.. 
The responses were more easily clarified. on this question, and 
there was more agreement. Table 5 presents the findings. 
19 
1~ Table 5. The Effect of the Faculty Member on the Identification 
• 
of the Student With t-he Public Health Agency 
Effect 
(11 
· Need not :prevent identification •.•••••••••••••• 
Would :prevent identification •••••••••••••••••• 
Depends on how faculty member participates •••• 
No effect ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Not elassifiable •••.••.....•........••.••.•••• 
Frequency 
(2T 
7 
5 
3 
1 
1 
Total......................................... 1.7 
There was more agreement that, with planning, the student 
would identify with the agency even when a faculty member was 
:present. Some of the suggestions for :planning for the stu-
dent's identification were: {1) orientation to the program; 
(2) individual student adjustment should be planned; (3) having 
the functions of the faculty member understood would help the 
identification; and (4) having a full time faculty member would 
facilitate the student'S identification with the agency. One 
suggestion was that the faculty member should ttnot take over. n 
Oonflicts between the faculty member and the staff would 
:prevent identification, but careful :planning might :prevent 
conflicts. The student•s identification with the agency pro-
gram was not seen as a problem by this group of respondents. 
The closest agreement on any question came on the effect 
of the faculty member on the university - agency relationships. 
Table 6 presents the findings • 
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e Table 6. The Effect of' the Faculty Member on the University -
Agency Relationships 
Ef'f'ec't 
I 
tl) 
Closer working relationship •••• , •.•••.• ,. • _ •• ~ •••.•.• 
Beneficial relationship to both .••••••••••••••• 
Dependent on understanding of the agency's 
program of' service to the :patient ......... ,. •.• 
No change •. .......•....... _ ...•....•..•................ 
!)() llC>ii ~Il~ •••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• 
Total • ...................................... 
Frequency 
( 2) 
10 
2 
2 
2 
1 
17 
The general opinion seemed to be that having a faculty 
member in the public health agency would make a closer working 
relationship between the university and the agency. Some o:f 
the comments made by the respondents were: (1) there was a 
need for understanding that the agency had the responsibility 
:for service to patients; (2) when the educational director 
served,on the curriculum committee of the school, ·there might 
be no ehange in the relationships between university and 
agency, since it was elose; {3) each could learn the other's 
program better wi-th a f'aculty member in the agency, and the 
quality of the student experience would be improved; (4) the 
:faculty member could also learn more about the agency program 
by being in the agency; and (5) the nursing staff would become 
more alert to the education program. The agreement on a 
closer working relationship was in line with the agreement, as 
was shown in Table 2, that the :faculty member's working 
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e relationship with the educational director and with the super-
visor would be close. 
It was anticipated that there might be changes in the cost 
of the student program when a i'aculty member was in the public 
health agency. Therei'ore, the question was asked whether the 
i'aoul ty member would ai'i'ect the cost of the program to the 
university, to the agency, and to the student. Table 7 
presents the findings. 
Table 7. The Effect of the Faculty Member on the Cost of the 
Student Program to the .Agency, to ·the University, and 
to the Student 
' 
'.\ ;~· 
' 
Cost 
Efi'ect 
. Agency University Student 
(1} (2) {3) Od 
Inerease cost ••••••••••••••••• 3 lO 6 
Decrease cost ••••••••••••••••• 4 - 1 
No change .• •.........••.......• 2 
- 4 
Would vary ••••••• ~ •••••••••••• 1 
- -
Need time and cost study •••••• 5 2 -
Depends en faculty salary ••••• - 1 1 
Depends on how the university 
cost is absorbed •••••••••••• - - l 
Not classifiable •••••••••••••• 2 3 3 
No answer • ..................... 
- l 1 
~()1;~ ••••••••••••••••.•••••• l7 17 17 
The most agreement to the question of eost of the student 
program to the university, to the agency, and to the student 
came in the responses that the cost of the program weuld in-
- crease tor the university. It was not clear from the responses 
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.. whether the cost of the program to the agency and to the stu~ 
dent would change. 
As there was a possibility that a change in the number or 
students who could be given field instruction might occur when 
the faculty member was in the public health agency, the re-
spondents were asked their opinions about this point. Table 8 
presents the findings. 
Table 8. The Effect of the Faculty Member on the Number of Stu-
dents Who -Could be Given Field Instruction When the 
Faculty Member is in the Public Health Agency 
Effect 
ll) 
Inoreas ed • .........•.•........•.............•.. 
No change • ••..•..•.....•..•...••........••..•.. 
Depends on size of agency and case load •••••••• 
Depends on nursing staff and number of field 
teachers •.......... .........................• 
Not classifiable •••••.•.•..•••.•..•.•..•.••.••• 
Do not know ••••.•.•........•...............•••• 
Total .•................................... 
Frequency 
( 2) 
5 
5 
3 
1 
2 
1 
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There was no agreement on this question, with as many re-
spondents saying the number of students could be increased, as 
that there would be no change in the number of students who 
could be given field instruction.. Three respondents said the 
number would depend on the size of the agency and on the case 
load. It was mentioned that the primary responsibility of the 
agency - service to the patient - should not be jeopardized 
by consideration of the number of students, other than in re-
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._. l~tion to the size of' the statf and the patient caseload. 
, 
Thus, this group of respondents did not clearly define whether 
there woUld be a change in the number of students who could be 
given field instruction. 
The respondents were asked what they thought would be the 
advantages in having a faculty member assigned to the public 
health agency and responsible f'or the student's learning ex-
periences. The responses to this question were divided into 
three categories- advantages f'or the student, for the agency, 
and f'or the university. Table 9 presents the findings. 
Table 9. Advantages of' .Having a ]'aoul ty Member Assigned to the 
Public Health Agency a/ 
Advantages 
(].) 
For the Student 
More time spent with the student ••••••••••••• 
Consultation for the student ••••••••••••••••• 
Concurrent theory and practice ••••••••••••••• 
Student can render better quality service •••• 
Student may realize that field experience is 
part of education •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Realistic appraisal of learning situation •••• 
For the .Agency 
· Stimulate s taft • .............................. 
Cut down on staff time with student •••••••••• 
Help staff know university thinking •••••••••• 
Free agency time for staff' education and 
development . .....................•.••..•.•. 
Standardize public health practice regionally 
Add prestige • ................................ 
For the University 
Exchange of views regarding progr~ •••••••••• 
Liaison with university ••••••••.••••••••••••• 
Closing of gap between theory and practice ••• 
(concluded on next page) 
Frequency 
(2] 
5 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
.3 
3 
3 
1 
1 
6 
1 
1 
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Table 9. (concluded) 
,Advantages Frequency 
{l) (2) 
No advantage, if agency has educational 
director •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ; ••••• 3 
Do not know • • . . . . . . . . . . • . • . • . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . • . . • . 1 
~More than one reply was given. 
The responses indicated that there would be advantages for 
the student, for the agency, and for the university. Some o:f 
the main advantages for the student were that more time could 
be given to her, and that the student could realize better that 
:field instruction was part of her eduea~ion, yet would render 
better service during the field instruction period. Some of 
the advantages listed for the agency were that the agency would 
be stimulated, the agency could cut down on staff time spent 
with the student, the staff would be helped to kilow the 
university thinking about the student program, and the agen'ey 
could :focus on staff education and development. The main ad-
vantage listed for the university, which applied to the agency 
as well, was that there would be an exchange of views reg~rding 
the program. The advantages listed by the respondents indi-
cated they saw advantages for the student, :for the agency, and 
for the university, but how these advantages could be imple-
mented into a programwas not clarified in this questionnaire. 
Responses to the question about what the respondents 
·- '·· \ .. 
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thought the disadvantages would be in having a raeulty member 
in the public health agency were also varied. M:ost of the 
disadvantages mentioned rererred to the agency, rather than to 
the student or to the university, which indicated, perhaps, that 
the respondents saw many dirriculties in implementing a progrmn 
when a faculty member was in the agency. These dirficulties 
pointed to administrative areas which would have to be olari-
ried before such a program could be started. The present study 
did not question administrative problems as such. See table 
10. 
Table 10. Disadvantages or Having a Faculty Member Assigned to 
the Public He-alth Agency ~ 
Disadvantages Frequency 
ll) (2) 
Increase in overall cost....................... 3 
Possibility of disruption...................... 3 
Duplication or functions or _educational 
director ......................... ,. . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
Decrease in job satisractic:m or supervisor, 
rield teacher, and nursing starr. • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Increase in supervisory and director responsi-
bility . ................... ·. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 2 
Resentment of the starr.... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • l 
Possible conflict in loyalties................. l 
Dirrieulty in recruiting clinical raeulty...... l 
Diff'ieul ty in easeload management during 
vacations. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . l 
Overvaluation of education..................... l 
Difficulty in keeping raeulty member busy...... l 
Arrangement or physical setup f'or faculty 
member • ••........•....•.•.••.......•.• • • • • • • • l 
Impossibility of using student for servie e..... l 
Need ror speeirie derinition or responsi-
. bili ties. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
(concluded on next page) 
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e Table 10. (concluded) 
,""~ 
Disadvantages Frequency 
(1} (2) 
Need for specific study....................... 1 
Another person in home for patient............ 1 
Do not know- •••••••••••• .-. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 
No answer •.... .... ._ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
a/More than one reply was given~ 
The main disadvantages given were the increased over-all 
cost of the program, the duplication of services of the edu-
cational director, the disruption in the program; the decrease 
in job satisfaction for the supervisor, the field teacher, and 
the nursing staff, and the increased responsibility of the 
director and the supervisor for the student program. The one 
disadvantage which did not refer to the agency, referred to 
the patient -there would be another person for him to adjust 
to in the home. 
When comparing the advantages with the disadvantages, the 
advantages seemed to be about the same for the student, for the 
university, and for the agency, while the disadvantages seemed 
to be greatest for the agency. However, the respondents were 
all agency personnel. IJ.'he student and the uni varsity personnel 
might have different opinions about the advantages and the dis-
l_) advantages of such a program. 
The data substantiated the hypothesis for the study which 
was that directors of public health" nursing have varying 
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opinions concerning the assignment of a faculty member to the 
public health agency for the·students' field instruction. The 
findings apply only to the opinions of 17 directors of public 
health nursing in public health agencies in New England who 
were currently providing field instruction in public health 
nursing for collegiate nursing students, and no general con-
clusions can be made. 
CHAPTER·V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND REG OMMENDATI ONS 
Summary 
This study was undertaken to ascertain the opinions of 
directors of public health nursing about the assignment of a 
university faculty member to the public health agency tor the 
student 1 s field instruetion period. The investigator hoped to 
clarify the relationship and the functions of the faculty 
member in relation to the agency pers.onnel and to the student; 
the orientation of the faculty member; the cost of the progrmn; 
the identification of the student with the agency program; and 
the number of students who cpuld be given field instruction 
when a faculty member was in the public health agency. 
' 
The hypothesis for the study was that opinions of di-
rectors of public health nursing would vary about the assign-
ment of a faculty member to the public health agency for the 
student's field instruction. Opinions were obtained by sending 
a mailed questionnaire to directors of public health nursing 
in public health agencies in the l~ew England. area, who were 
currently providing field instruction in public health nursing 
for collegiate nursing students. Seventeen out of 21 di-
rectors contacted completed the questionnaires. The results of 
the responses were tabulated and analyzed. 
-28-
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A summary of the :findings were: 
1·. The functions of the f'acul ty member were varied ·and 
were concerned with planning and implementing the stu-
dent program. 
2. The relationship of the :faculty memberwas seen as a 
close one with the educational director, the super-
visor, and the student. Her relationship to the staf'f 
was not clear. 
3. Th~ need for a well planned orientation program :for the 
faculty member was seen. 
4. The faculty member would not af'fect the functions and 
responsibilities of the staff. How she would affect 
the functions and responsibilities of' the educational 
director, the supervisor, and the field teacher was not 
clear. 
5. The student would still identify with the agency pro-
gram, if a faculty member were in the public health 
agency. 
6. A closer relationship between the university and the 
agency would ensue when the faculty member was in the 
public health agency. 
7. There would be an increase in the cost of the program 
to the university. Whether there would be a change in 
the cost to the agency and to the student was not 
determined. 
8. It was not determined whether there would be a change 
in the number of students who could be given field 
instruction when a faculty member was in the public 
health agency. 
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9. There were advantages and disadvantages in having a 
faculty member in the agency responsible for the stu-
dent program. Most of the disadvantages seemed to be 
related to the agency, while the advantages seemed to 
be about equal for the student, for the university, 
and for the agency. 
Conclusions 
The hypothesis of the study was substantiated as the 
findings indicated that there were many varying opinions from. 
directors of public health nursing co~cerning the assignment 
of a university faculty member to the public health agency for 
the student's field instruction period. The findings sugges·ted 
' 
. 
that the relationship of the faculty member to the public 
health agency personnel and to the studenii- while stemming 
from the implementation of the student program - was not 
clearly defined, except that it would be a close relationship 
to the educational director, to the supervisor, and to the 
student. The findings also suggE?sted that other areas not 
clearly defined were: (i.¥:,,the orientation of the faculty 
member; (2) the cost of the :program to the agency and to the 
student; and (3J the number of students who could be given 
field instruction. That the f'aculty member would help to make 
the university - agency relationship a closer one would seem 
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'e to indicate possibilities for further experimentation with this 
pattern of field instruction. These conclusions ~emed 
significant in view o~ the trend toward having a university 
faculty member assigned to the public health agency and re-
sponsible for the student's learning experience. This trend 
in public health nursing coincides with the customary pattern 
of having a university faculty member responsible for the. 
learning experiences of the nursing student in all other 
clinical fields. 
Recommendations 
On the basis of these findings, the following recommen-
dations are presented: 
1. A study be done to determine the opinions of the 
university faculty member who is assigned to a publie 
health age no y. 
2. A study be done to ascertain the opinions of the 
ageney staff about the assignment of a faculty member 
to a public health agency for the student's field in-
struction. 
3. A study be done to evaluate the student's learning ex-
periences fr0m the point of view of the student when a 
faculty member is in the :public health agency .• 
4 • .A study be done to determine the cost of the :program 
to the university, to the agency, and to the student 
when a faculty member is in the :public health agency. 
5. A comparative study be done of the value to the student 
with the :racul ty member responsible :for the learning 
experiences, and the value to the student with the 
agency personnel responsible :for the learning ex-
periences. 
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APPENDIX 
e 
- = 
I I 
Q.uestionnaire 
1. I~ a ~aculty member were in your agency, w.hat do you think 
would be her ~unctions? 
2. What do you think would be her relationship to the edu-
cational director? 
To the supervisor? 
To the nursing staff? 
To the student? 
3 • What do you think would be the way in whi oh the faculty 
member would be oriented to the agency? 
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4t 4. In what way do you think the addition ot: the faculty member 
would aft:eot the current !:unctions and responsibilities of 
the educational director? 
--
The supervisor? 
The t:ield teacher? 
The nursing staff'? 
5. Some people think that when a faculty member is in the 
agency and responsible for the student's learning ex-
perience, this prevents the student from identifying with 
the agency and the agency personnel. Wbat do you think abou, 
this? 
6. What changes, it: any, would occur in the university 
agency relationships by placing a faculty member in the 
agency? 
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e 7. What changes would you see in cost to the agency? 
To the university? 
To the student? 
8. How would the number o:f students who could be given :field · 
instruction in the agency be a:f:fected? 
9. What would you think would be the advantages o:f having a 
:faculty member assigned to the agency? 
p.o. What would be the disadvantages? 
Remarks: 
Dear 
36 
295 Walnut Street 
Brookline 46, Massachusetts 
March 11, 1959 
I am a graduate student at the Boston University School of 
Nursing. As part ot the requirement of this program, I am 
conducting a study dealing with nursing students' field in-
struction in public health nursing. 
You are familiar with -the many varied patterns of field 
instruction tor students in public health nursing. There is 
currently much discussion about the program in which a faculty 
member from the university is assigned to an agency during the 
time the student is having her field instruction. I am in-
terested in what you think would be the advantages and the dis-
advantages of this plan to the agency and to the student. 
I would appreciate your answering the enclosed question-
naire, which is a vital part of my study. You or your agency 
will not be identified in any way in the final report. If you 
would like a final summary of the report, please indicate this 
on the enclosed sheet. 
Please return the completed questionnaire in the enclosed 
stamped envelope by March 23, 1959. 
Thank you for your participation. 
Sincerely yours, 
37 
295 Walnut Street 
Brookline 46, Massachusetts 
March 31, 1959 
Dear 
on March 11, 1959, you were sent a letter asking your 
participation in a study concerning the nursing students' 
field instruction period. In compiling the returns to date, 
I note yours has not been received. The field study is a part 
of the requirement for graduate work at the Boston University 
School of Nursing. Your response to the questionnaire is a 
vital part of this study. 
Perhaps the press of urgent work has been the cause of· 
your delay in answering the questionnaire. It would be greatly 
appreciated if you could find the time to answer before 
April 10, 1959. 
Sincerely yours • 
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